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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Bell Atlantic and Sprint have petitioned the Commission to modify certain aspects of its

Third Report and Order in this proceeding. Each of the following proposed modifications would

unjustifiably restrict requesting carriers’ access to unbundled ILEC network elements and should

be rejected.

The Commission should reject Bell Atlantic’s petition not to require incumbent local
exchange carriers (“ILECs”) to unbundle local switching wherever competitors are
providing any service with their own local switches.

The Commission should reject Bell Atlantic’s petition not to require ILECs to provide
EELs as a prerequisite to relief from switch unbundling.

The Commission should reject Bell Atlantic’s petition not to require ILECs to construct
subloop interconnection points at multi-unit premises.

The Commission should reject Bell Atlantic’s petition to limit requesting carriers’ access
to ILEC loop information to that information made available to ILEC retail personnel.

The Commission should reject Bell Atlantic’s petition to allow requesting carriers access
to an unbundled ILEC NID with their own loop facilities only where they have deployed
their own NID as well.

The Commission should reject Sprint’s petition not to require ILECs to classify the calling
name (CNAM) database as a call-related database that must be made available to
requesting carriers as an unbundled network element.
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
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By public notice published in the Federal Register on March 7, 2000, the Commission
invited parties to file Oppositions to Petitions for Reconsideration and Clarification of the Third
Report and Order in the above-captioned proceeding.! MCI WORLDCOM, Inc. (“MCI
WorldCom”) hereby files this Opposition to Petitions filed by Bell Atlantic and Sprint.
L The Commission should reject Bell Atlantic’s petition not to require incumbent local

exchange carriers (“ILECs”) to unbundle local switching wherever competitors are

providing any service with their own local switches.

Bell Atlantic has petitioned the Commission not to require [LECs to unbundle local

switching wherever competitors are providing any service with their own local switches.? In the

' In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, Third R rder Fourth
Further Notice of Pr Rulemaking, Released November 5, 1999 (“Third Report and
Order™).

2 Bell Atlantic Petition for Reconsideration and Clarification (“Bell Atlantic Petition”) at
pp. 6-11.




Third Report and Order,’ however, the Commission explains, based on record evidence, why
competitive local exchange carriers (“CLECs”) often require access to unbundled ILEC Jocal
switching to serve residential and small business customers even in geographic areas where they
have deployed local switches to serve large business customers. The delays and uncertainty that
CLEC:s face in the provisioning of unbundled ILEC loops when they use their own switches
render them impaired in their ability to serve residential and small business customers. ILECs still
are incapable of performing coordinated loop cutovers at the high volume levels needed for
CLECs to serve mass markets customers.* In its petition, Bell Atlantic provides no empirical
evidence to challenge these Commission findings. This is not surprising; these provisioning
problems persist and there is no evidence that the ILECs are taking the steps needed to resolve
them. Rather than providing relevant empirical analysis, Bell Atlantic simply provides a laundry

list of geographic areas in which CLECs have deployed switches in its region — with no

* Third Report and Order at paragraphs 267, 271, and 273.

* Federal agencies continue to find that ILECs are unable to provision unbundled loops
accurately and in a timely fashion at the relatively small volumes needed by CLECs to serve larger
business customers, no less at the much larger volumes needed by CLECs to serve mass markets
(residential and small business) customers. See Evaluation of the United States Department of
Justice, In re: Application of Bell Atlantic for Provision of In-region, InterLATA Services in New
York, CC Docket No. 99-295 (Nov. 1, 1999), at p. 14 (“Bell Atlantic’s performance in
processing orders for hot cuts of unbundled loops appears to suffer from a number of
deficiencies.... Because of these deficiencies, competition through this important mode of entry is
seriously constrained.”). See also In the Matter of Bell Atlantic’s Provision of In-region,
InterLATA Services in New York, Memorandum and Qrder, CC Docket 99-925 (December 22,
1999), paragraph 309 (The Commission viewed Bell Atlantic’s hot cut performance “as a
minimally acceptable showing.”). See also Evaluation of the United States Department of Justice,
In re: Application of SBC Communications, Inc. for Provision of In-region, InterLATA Service in
Texas, CC Docket No. 00-4 (Feb. 14, 2000), at p. 36 (“SBC experienced a disturbing number of
problems in processing [UNE-loop] orders as the volume of orders has increased; there is a
significant risk that these problems may become even more acute as UNE-loop order continue to
rise.”).




demonstration that those switches could be used efficiently to offer local telecommunications
services to residential and small business customers. The Commission should reject Bell
Atlantic’s unjustified request for reconsideration of this rule.

IL The Commission should reject Bell Atlantic’s petition not to require ILECs to
provide EELs as a prerequisite to relief from switch unbundling.

Bell Atlantic has petitioned the Commission not to require ILECs to provide loop-
transport combinations (often referred to as enhanced extended link or EELs) as a prerequisite to
relief from providing unbundled local switching to CLECs offering service to larger business
customers.’ In the Third Report and Order, however, based on record evidence, the Commission
explains why CLECs would be impaired in their ability to offer local services to larger business
customers, even in density zone 1 in the top 50 MSAs, without access to EELs:

[Tlhe EEL allows requesting carriers to serve a customer by extending a customer’s loop
from the end office serving that customer to a different end office in which the competitor
is already collocated. The EEL therefore allows requesting carriers to aggregate loops at
fewer collocation locations and increase their efficiencies by transporting aggregated loops
over efficient-high capacity facilities to their central switching locations. Thus, the cost of
collocation can be diminished through the use of EEL.... [W]e find that the ability of a
requesting carrier to provision EELs more quickly than collocation arrangements, without
the substantial up-front costs of establishing collocation in multiple central offices, can
reduce significantly the costs of self-provisioning a switch in the initial phase of an entry
strategy.®

In its petition, Bell Atlantic does not dispute these findings. Instead, it makes three

spurious arguments.

First, Bell Atlantic argues that collocation considerations should play no part in the Act’s

impairment test for unbundling local switching. But the Commission already rejected “the

° Bell Atlantic Petition at pp. 3-6.

® Third Report and Order at paragraphs 288-289.
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incumbents’ arguments that we must look at each element in isolation to determine whether or not

»7

that element independently satisfies section 251(d)(2).”" As the Commission there explained:

Such an analysis fails to reflect the manner in which carriers interconnect their networks,
and ignores factors that would impair a requesting carrier’s ability to actually provide
service, which is the focus of section 251(d)(2)(B). Even if a particular element may be
purchased outside of the incumbent LEC’s network at reasonable prices, other factors,
including the costs and delays associated with collocation arrangements, as well as
additional costs and operational impediments associated with the manual processes used to
interconnect certain network elements, may make it impossible as a practical, economic,
and operational matter for a competitor to provide services in the local market quickly and
on a wide-spread basis.®
Bell Atlantic provides no grounds to dispute the Commission’s conclusion that where
collocation is required for a CLEC to use an unbundled element to offer a telecommunications
service, the costs and timeliness of obtaining that collocation is germane to the impairment
analysis for that element. The record demonstrates that collocation imposes both substantial up-
front financial costs and substantial delays on CLECs, thus impairing their ability to offer local
services using their own switches even to their larger business customers. With access to EELs,
both the substantial up-front costs and the delays associated with collocation are significantly
reduced, and thus the CLECs’ ability to offer services to larger business customers using their
own switches will not be impaired.
Bell Atlantic next claims that the Commission does not have the authority to require
ILECs to combine elements that are not already combined in their networks, since the Eighth

Circuit struck down Rules 51.315(c)-(f). But the Commission has not required ILECs to provide

EELs. It simply acknowledged the obvious, that CLECs able to use loop/transport combinations

7 Third Report and Order at paragraph 63.

® Third Report and Order at paragraph 63.
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have different needs for switching than CLECs who are not able to use these combinations.
ILECs need not provide EELS, but if they choose not to do so, in certain situations CLECs
would be impaired without access to unbundled local switching. This is not a requirement that
ILECs provide EELS, and does not violate any rule restricting the use of combinations.

In any event, even if the Commission had required ILECs to provide EELs, that would not
have violated the Eighth Circuit’s mandate. A ruling that [LECs must provide EELS would have
been entirely consistent with the Commission’s understanding of section 251(c)(3) that was
codified in Rule 51.315(b), a rule that was upheld by the United States Supreme Court. As the
Commission found in its Local Competition First Report and Order,” and reiterated in the Third
Report and Order,'® the proper reading of “currently combines” in rule 51.315(b) is “ordinarily
combined within the network, in the manner which they are typically combined.” The
Commission further noted that:

incumbent LECs routinely combine loop and transport elements for themselves. For

example, incumbent LECs routinely provide combinations of loop and transport elements

for themselves in order to: (1) deliver data traffic to their own packet switches; (2)

provide private line services; and (3) provide foreign exchange service.”"!

Thus, the Commission does have the authority to require loop-transport combinations, though it

has not chosen to exercise that authority here.

Finally, in this regard, Bell Atlantic argues that requiring ILECs to provide EELs as a

® In the Matters of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, and Interconnection between Local
Exchange Carriers and Commercial Mobile Radio Service Providers, CC Docket No. 95-185,
First Report and Order, released August 8, 1996 (“First Report and Order”), at paragraph 296.

1% Third Report and Order at paragraph 479.

"' Third Report and Order at paragraph 481.
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condition to switch unbundling relief is unsound from a policy perspective because it will
undermine the investment competing carriers already have made in their own network facilities.
This claim does not withstand scrutiny. Competitive access providers (“CAPs”) and CLECs have
deployed local transport facilities in those few routes that support DS3 and higher service and, not
surprisingly, competition on these routes has driven rates down toward total element long run
incremental cost (“TELRIC”) levels. Thus, neither CAPs nor CLECs will be deterred in their
DS3 investment decisions if EELs are made available at TELRIC rates. On the other hand, the
underlying economics does not support CAP or CLEC investment in the DS1 transport level, and
the routes that can only support DS1 levels of traffic are exactly the ones where with the lack of
competition rates far exceed economic costs. In these situations, CAPs and CLECs will not
invest in transport unless they can capture a large enough share of the market to support DS3s.
The only way to do this is to allow CAPs and CLECs to use EELs and to slowly expand their
own facilities as their market share grows large enough to support the deployment of DS3s.
Moreover, CLECs always have a strong incentive to avoid use of ILEC facilities where it makes
economic sense to do so. No firm wants to depend on its primary competitor if it has an
economic alternative. CLECs will not build their own facilities where it would be inefficient for
them to do so, and the Commission should not be encouraging or expecting inefficient investment
by CLEC:s:.

In all, Bell Atlantic provides no empirical, legal, or public policy justification for the
Commission not to require ILECs to provide EELs as a prerequisite for not providing unbundled

local switching to CLECs. Its request for reconsideration should be denied.




III. The Commission should reject Bell Atlantic’s petition not to require ILECs to
construct subloop interconnection points at multi-unit premises.

Bell Atlantic has petitioned the Commission not to require ILECs to construct subloop
interconnection points at multi-unit premises.'* Bell Atlantic argues that the 1996 Act requires
ILECs to unbundle only their existing network, not to construct network elements simply to make
them available on an unbundled basis to competing carriers. It claims that the Commission’s
requirement that ILECs construct a single point of interconnection is a requirement to construct
subloop network elements. “Absent the incumbent’s construction of a single point of
interconnection — an “accessible terminal” — no subloop network element would exist.”* The
Commission should reject this argument as a specious attempt to deny requesting carriers access
to unbundled subloops.

Sections 251(a)(1) and 251(c)(2) of the 1996 Act require ILECs to allow requesting
telecommunications carriers to interconnect with their networks at any technically feasible point,
and Section 251(c)(3) requires ILECs to make unbundled network elements available to
requesting telecommunications carriers. Interconnection for access to the ILEC network either to
originate and terminate calls or to utilize unbundled ILEC elements inherently requires some work
activities — and sometimes the construction of facilities to achieve the interconnection — on the
part of both the requesting carrier and the ILEC. In the First Report and Order, the Commission
made clear that “the obligations imposed by sections 251(c)(2) and 251(c)(3) include

modifications to incumbent ILEC facilities to the extent necessary to accommodate

12 Bell Atlantic Petition at pp. 13-15.

3 Bell Atlantic Petition at p. 14.




interconnection or access to network elements.”* The Eighth Circuit expressly “endorsed” this

statement,"> and that endorsement was not challenged at the Supreme Court. This construction,

for which the ILEC would be compensated by the requesting carrier, does not represent the
creation of subloop elements where they do not exist, as Bell Atlantic alleges. Rather, it simply
represents the activity needed for implementation of the interconnection and unbundling mandated
by the Act.

Bell Atlantic’s petition therefore should be rejected.

IV.  The Commission should reject Bell Atlantic’s petition to limit requesting carriers’
access to ILEC loop information to that information made available to ILEC retail
personnel.

Bell Atlantic has petitioned the Commission to limit requesting carriers’ access to ILEC
loop information available to the ILEC,'® ostensibly to deny those carriers access that is superior
to that enjoyed by the ILEC’s retail personnel. Bell Atlantic would distinguish between ILEC
back office personnel and ILEC retail employees and limit requesting carriers’ access to loop
information to the level enjoyed by the ILEC retail personnel, as if the access to the data by back
office personnel does not help the ILEC in its overall marketing strategies as well as in responding
to specific customer needs.

The Bell Atlantic proposal allows Bell Atlantic’s marketing decisions to dictate the
contents of the Loop Qualification Database. If Bell Atlantic is only marketing ADSL, for

example, its database for its retail personnel will only include the information needed by its retail

" First Report and Order at paragraph 198.

15 Jowa Utilities Board v. FCC, 120 F. 3d 753, 812 (8™ Cir. 1998).
' Bell Atlantic Petition at pp. 15-17.




personnel to support ADSL," even though the back office personnel will have additional line
information that would be useful to requesting carriers intending to offer services other than
ADSL. If Bell Atlantic decides to market an additional product other than ADSL, only at that
time will the Bell Atlantic database be expanded to support that new service. Such a regime both
assures the [ILEC the “first mover” advantage and keeps competitors from using leased ILEC
elements to offer different products than those offered by the ILEC. It is anticonsumer and
anticompetitive.

The Texas Public Utility Commission already rejected just such a proposal. In
constructing an automated database accessible to its service representatives, SBC selectively
pulled from the underlying LFACS and LEAD databases available to its back office personnel
only that information that fit its ADSL business plan. SBC then declared that requesting carriers
too would have access only to this limited loop information, regardless of their business needs.
Fortunately, the Texas Commission intervened, determining that rejecting carriers need and must
get access to the information that is available to the back office personnel.®

The Commission should reject the Bell Atlantic proposal and instead reiterate that

requesting carriers must have access to all loop information available to ILEC back office

17 1t appears that through the collaborative process in New York, Bell Atlantic will be
required to provide some additional information, but that additional information will be provided
only as a result of regulatory intervention.

18 Petition of Accelerated Communications, Inc. for Arbitration to Establish an
Interconnection Agreement with Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Docket No. 20226;
Petition of DIECA Communications, Inc., d/b/a Covad Communications Company, for

Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Terms, Conditions, and Related Arrangements with
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Docket No. 20272, Revised Order Approving

Interconnection Agreements (February 9, 2000) at pp. 2, 8.
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personnel."”

V. The Commission should reject Bell Atlantic’s petition to allow requesting carriers
access to an unbundled ILEC NID with their own loop facilities only where they
have deployed their own NID as well.

Bell Atlantic has petitioned the Commission to allow requesting carriers access to an
unbundled ILEC NID with their own loop facilities only where they have deployed their own NID
as well.* Bell Atlantic does not challenge the Commission’s determination, based on record
evidence submitted by CLECs of all sizes,” that:

... requesting carriers’ ability to provide service to their customers would be materially

diminished if they had to self provision NIDs because of the significant labor and

construction costs involved in visiting the premises of each customer and installing the
device.”

Rather, Bell Atlantic claims that the Commission has never made a determination that it is

technically feasible for a CLEC to connect its loops directly to an ILEC NID, as opposed to

connecting its loops to its own NID and then connecting its NID to the ILEC NID. It points to

" To defend delays in the provision of loop information to CLECs, Bell Atlantic refers to
a Commission decision about access to proprietary rights of way information made in BellSouth’s
second long distance application for Louisiana to access to data on ILEC loop information. The
Louisiana determination involved information contained in plats, maps, and other documents that
could be abused to harm either a major customer or the ILEC by exposing the exact routes of
major cables to someone who might want to damage the cable or disrupt the service. The
Commission ruled that such data must be redacted from the records, and that allowing five days
for that redaction is not harmful because the rights-of-way process by its very nature is very time
consuming. Typically it takes at least six months to complete the rights of way process. That
ruling has no application here, where, by contrast, the information in the loop database is not
proprietary and the CLEC need for loop information is highly time sensitive.

* Bell Atlantic Petition at pp. 11-13.
' Third Report and Order at paragraphs 237-240 and footnotes 463 and 464.

2 Third Report and Order at paragraph 238.
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the fact that in the First Report and Order the Commission found the record was insufficient to
reach a determination on the technical feasibility of the direct connection of a competitor’s loops
to the ILEC’s NID,* leaving it to the states to make such a determination.* By contrast, in the
Third Report and Order, the Commission requires an “incumbent LEC [to] permit a requesting
telecommunications carrier to connect its own loop facilities to on-premises wiring through the
incumbent LEC’s network interface device.”® Bell Atlantic argues that the Commission did not
make a finding of technical feasibility in the Third Report and Order and therefore cannot require
ILEC:s to allow requesting carriers to connect their loops directly to the ILEC NIDS. Bell
Atlantic makes no attempt to demonstrate the conditions, if any, under which it would not be
technically feasible for a CLEC to connect its loops directly to an ILEC NID.*

The Commission had every right to review conflicting evidence on this question and
conclude that the access it required was technically feasible. The issue, very simply, is how to
protect the ILEC network from overvoltage, which could occur if some outside plant is not
grounded. In particular, when an ILEC loses a customer to a CLEC that self-provides the loop, it
will not have the incentive to remove its loop, in case it wins the customer back at a later date.

Thus there will be a need to ground both the ILEC loop and the CLEC loop. The existing ILEC

# In the First Report and Order, at paragraph 395, the Commission indicated that it could
not resolve the conflicting information provided by MCI and AT&T, arguing that it is technically
feasible for CLECs to connect their loops to ILEC NIDS, and by Ameritech, arguing that it is not
technically feasible to do so.

** First Report and Order at paragraph 396.
> Rule 51.319(b).

%6 Ameritech, the only party that has questioned such technical feasibility in this docket,
did not file a petition for reconsideration of this issue.
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NID cannot be used to ground both the ILEC loop and the CLEC loop if there are no spare

terminals on that NID.

But it would be rare indeed for a CLEC to deploy copper rather than fiber loops. For
fiber loop, grounding will be performed in the terminating box, so the CLEC loop will not have to
be grounded at the ILEC NID. Thus, there is no threat to the ILEC network if the CLEC
connects fiber loops directly to the ILEC NID. Thus, in practice, grounding will rarely be a
problem. In the rare instance where a CLEC deploys a copper loop and there are no spare
terminals on the ILEC NID, a simple rule that is far less restrictive than the Bell Atlantic proposal
would fully meet ILEC concerns. The CLEC simply should be required to ground the ILEC’s
unused loops and its own loops to protect against overvoltage. The CLEC will have to deploy its
own NID or find some other means for grounding the ILEC and CLEC loops. Thus, the
overvoltage problem can be easily resolved without requiring CLECs to provide their own NIDS
in every situation. The Bell Atlantic petition therefore should be rejected.

VL.  The Commission should reject Sprint’s petition not to require ILECs to classify the
calling name (CNAM) database as a call-related database that must be made
available to requesting carriers as an unbundled network element.

Sprint has petitioned the Commission not to classify the calling name (CNAM) database as
a call-related database that must be made available to requesting carriers as an unbundled network
element.”” Sprint wrongly claims that the Commission’s findings as to the impairment that would
be suffered if CNAM were unavailable as a UNE are internally contradictory. In paragraph 415

the Commission found that the costs of self-provision would not materially diminish a carrier’s

ability to provide service. But in paragraph 416 the Commission found that in some cases access

7 Sprint Corporation Petition for Reconsideration and Clarification at pp. 16-17.
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to ILEC databases is the only practical way to ensure proper call flow because ILECs are the only
providers of CNAM database information on the customers of both requesting carriers and
ILECs. “Therefore, in order for a switch-based competitor to provide caller ID to its customers,
it must have access to the [LEC’s CNAM database. Such access is critical, especially because a
majority of calls to a competitor’s customers originate from the incumbent.”*

CLECs need access to the CNAM database — bulk access with nightly updates — as a
UNE. For MCI WorldCom or another carrier to provide a complete, accurate, and competitive
enhanced caller ID product to its customers, it must have access to the up-to-date name and
locality customer information collected by ILECs in the normal course of business. No other
party can continually collect and update those data as efficiently or accurately.

It is true that there are third party providers of CNAM data. However, they offer an
inferior product when compared to that of the ILECs. These alternative providers use data from
a variety of sources, none of which is as accurate as that of the ILEC. Without unbundled access
the caller ID product would suffer from incomplete coverage, inconsistent displays, and inferior
service. Moreéver, access to the bulk listings and nightly updates, not jut to individual database
dips, is needed for CLECs to develop their own innovative new product offerings. Lack of
unbundled access will materially impair CLECs’ ability to offer caller ID products on a
competitive basis.

The Commission got it right in its Order and should reject Sprint’s petition.

** Third Report and Order at paragraph 416.

13




Respectfully submitted,
MCI WorldCom, Inc.

By: L/ZLLL&&/ M’M“

Mark L. Schneider
Jenner & Block

601 13™ Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005
(202) 639-6005

Anthony C. Epstein
STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP
1330 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036

(202) 429-8065

March 22, 2000

14

Chuck Goldfarb

Henry G. Hultquist

MCI WorldCom, Inc.

1801 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20006
(202) 887-2199




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Mark D. Schneider, hereby certify that I have this 22™ day of March, 2000 caused a
true copy of Opposition of MCI WorldCom, Inc. to Petitions for Reconsideration and
Clarification of Bell Atlantic and Sprint to be served on the parties listed below via first class

mail postage pre-paid:

Lee Selwyn

Economics and Technology, Inc.
One Washington Mall

Boston, MA 02108-2617

James S. Blaszak

Collene Boothby

Andrew Brown

Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby, LLP
2001 L Street, N.W., Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20036

Jonathan Askin

Vice President - Law

The Association for Local Tele. Services
888 17™ Street, N.W., Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20006

Jonathan E. Canis

John J. Heitmann

Kelley, Drye & Warren LLP
1200 19 Street, N.W. 5" Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Ruth Milkman

The Lawler Group, LLC

1909 K Street, N.W., Suite 820
Washington, D.C. 20006

Robert W. McCausland

V.P., Regulatory & Interconnection
Allegiance Telecom, Inc.

1950 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 3026
Dallas, TX 75207-3118

Mary C. Albert

Regulatory Counsel

Allegiance Telecom, Inc.

1100 15™ Street, N.W., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20005

John T. Lenahan

Christopher M. Heimann

Gary L. Phillips

Larry A. Peck

Michael S. Pabian

Counsel for Ameritech

1401 H. Street, N.W., Suite 1020
Washington, D.C. 20005

David W. Carpenter
Mark E. Haddad

Peter D. Keisler

Michael J. Hunseder
Scott M. Bohannon
Rudolph M. Kammerer
Sidley & Austin

1722 1 Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Mark C. Rosenblum

Roy E. Hoffinger

Elaine McHale

Stephen C. Garavito
Richard H. Rubin

AT&T Corp.

295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920




Karlyn D. Stanley

Cole, Raywid & Braverman, LLP

1919 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20006

Lourdes Lucas, Esquire
Centennial Cellular Corp.
Director of Legal Affairs
1305 Campus Parkway
Neptune, NJ 07753

Mark J. Burzych

Foster, Swift, Collins & Smith, PC
313 South Washington Square
Lansing, MI 48933-2193

M. Robert Sutherland

Jonathan B. Banks

BellSouth Corporation

1155 Peachtree St., N.E., Suite 1800
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

Kenneth E. Hardman

Moir & Hardman

1828 L Street, N.W., Suite 901
Washington, D.C. 20036-5104

Peter Arch, Jr.

Lionel Wilson

Ellen S. Levine

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Rachel J. Rothstein

Brent M. Olson

Cable & Wireless USA, Inc.
8219 Leesburg Pike
Vienna, VA 22182

Danny E. Adams

Rebekah J. Kinnett

Brian D. Hughes

Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
1200 19™ Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dana Frix

Patrick J. Donovan

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Douglas E. Hart

Frost & Jacobs LLP
2500 PNC Center

201 East Fifth Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Ronald Binz, President

Debra Berlyn, Executive Director
Competition Policy Institute
1156 15™ Street, N.W., Suite 520
Washington, D.C. 20005

Carol Ann Bischoff
Executive Vice President

& General Counsel
Competitive Telecommunications Assoc.
1900 M Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036

Robert J. Aamoth

Steven A. Augustino

Melissa M. Smith

Kelley Drye & Warren LLP

1200 19™ Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036

Donald W. Downes, Chairman

Glenn Arthur, Vice Chairman

Jack R. Goldberg, Commissioner

John W. Betkoski, III, Commissioner
Linda Kelley Arnold, Commissioner
Connecticut Department of Public Utility
Control

Ten Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051




Eric J. Branfman

Michael R. Romano

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Alan G. Fishel

Arent Fox Kintner Plotkin & Kahn
1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 200036-5339

Thomas M. Koutsky

James D. Earl

Covad Communications Company
700 13™ Street, N.W. Suite 950
Washington, D.C. 20005

Laura H. Phillips

J.G. Harrington

Barbara S. Esbin

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, PLLC

1200 New Hampshire Ave., N.W., Suite 800

Washington, D.C. 20036

Edward A. Yorkgitis, Jr.

Michael B. Hazzard

Kelley Drye & Warren LLP

1200 Nineteenth Street, N.W., 5" Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Cynthia B. Miller

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Richard Metzger

Vice President

Regulatory Affairs and Public Policy
Focal Communications Corporation
1120 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

George N. Barclay

Associate General Counsel
Michael J. Ettner

Senior Asistant General Counsel
Personal Property Division
General Services Administration
1800 F. Street, N.W., Room 4002
Washington, D.C. 20405

William P. Barr

M. Edward Whelan

GTE Service Corporation

1850 M Street, N.W., Suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20026

Ward W. Wueste, Jr.
Thomas R. Parker

GTE Service Corporation
1255 Corporate Drive
Irving, TX 75038

Steven G. Bradbury

Paul T. Cappuccio
Patrick F. Philbin

John P. Frantz

Kirkland & FEllis

655 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Jeffrey S. Linder
Suzanne Yelen

Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1717 K Street, N.-W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Lawrence G. Malone
General Counsel
New York State Department of Public

Service
3 Empire State Plaza
Albany, N.Y. 12223




Rodney L. Joyce

J. Thomas Nolan

Shook, Hardy & Bacon

600 14™ Street, N. W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2004

Kent F. Heyman, General Counsel

Scott A. Sarem, Assistant Vice President
President E. Heatter, Assistant Vice
President

MGC Communications, Inc.

3301 N. Buffalo Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89129

Susan M. Eid, V.P., Federal Regulations
Tina S. Pyle, Executive Director

for Public Policy
Richard A. Karre, Senior Attorney
MediaOne Group, Inc.
1919 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W., Suite 610
Washington, D.C. 20006

David R. Conn

Vice President-Law and Regulatory Affairs

McLeodUSA Telecommunications
Services, Inc.

McLeod USA Technology Park

6400 C Street SW

Cedar Rapids, IA 52406-3177

Glenn B. Manishin

Blumenfeld & Cohen-Technology
Law Group

1615 M Street, N.W., Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20036

James M. Tennant, President
Low Tech Designs, Inc.
1204 Saville Street
Georgetown, SC 29440

Michael Travieso, People’s Counsel
Theresa V. Czarski, Assistant People’s
Counsel

Office of People’s Counsel

6 St. Paul Street, Suite 2102
Baltimore, Md 21202

Philip F. McClellan

Joel H. Cheskis

Assistant Consumer Advocates
Office of Consumer Advocate
555 Walnut Street, 5" Floor
Forum Place

Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923

David Bergmann

Assistant Consumer’s Counsel
Ohio Consumer’s Counsel

77 South High Street, 15™ Floor
Columbus, OH 43266-0550

William Vallee, Jr.

Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel
10 Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051-2605

Diane C. Munns

General Counsel

Iowa Utilities Board

350 Maple Street

Des Moines, lowa 50319

William H. Smith, Jr.

Federal and Legislative Programs
Coordinator

Iowa Utilities Board

350 Maple Street

Des Moines, Iowa 50319




Myra Karegianes

General Counsel

Illinois Commerce Commission
527 E. Capitol Avenue
Springfield, IL 62701

Margot Smiley Humphrey
Koteen & Naftalin, LLP
NRTA

1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite 1000

Washington, D.C. 20036

L. Marie Guillory

Jill Cranfield

NTCA

4121 Wilson Blvd., 10" Floor
Arlington, VA 22203

Kathleen A. Kaercher

Stuart Polikoff

OPASTCO

21 Dupont Circle, N.-W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Glen B. Manishin

Elise P. Kiely

Frank V. Paganelli

Lisa N. Anderson

Blumenfeld & Cohen—Technology Law
Group

1615 M Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Joseph A. Kahl

Director of Regulatory Affairs
RCN Telecom Services, Inc.
105 Carnegie Center
Princeton, NJ 08540

Andrew D. Lipman

James N. Moskowitz

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedmann, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Genevieve Morelli, Senior V.P.,
Government Affairs
Senior Associate General Counsel
Paul F. Gallant, Senior Policy Counsel
Government Affairs
Qwest Communications Corp.
4250 N. Fairfax Drive
Arlington, VA 22203

Linda L. Oliver

Jennifer A. Purvis

Yaron Dori

Hogan & Hartson, LLP
555 13" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

Randall B. Lowe

Julie A. Kaminski

Renee Roland Crittendon

J. Todd Metcalf

Piper & Marbury, LLP

1200 Nineteenth Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Walter Steimel, Jr., Esq.
Marjorie K. Conner, Esq.
Edwin G. Kichline, Esq.
Hunton & Williams

1900 K Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20006

Michael E. Katzenstein

Vice President and General Counsel
OpTel, Inc.

1111 W. Mockingbird Lane

Dallas, TX 75247

W. Kenneth Ferree

Goldberg, Godles, Wierner & Wright
1229 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036




Steven T. Nourse
Assistant Attorney General
Public Utilities Section
180 E. Broad Street
Columbus, OH 43215

Steven Gorosh

Kevin Cameron

NorthPoint Communications, Inc.
222 Sutter Street, Suite 700

San Francisco, CA 94108

Daniel M. Waggoner

Robert S. Tanner

Davis Wright Tremaine LLP

1155 Connecticut Ave., N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

R. Gerard Salemme, Senior V.P., External
Affairs and Industry Relations

Daniel Gonzalez, Director, Regulatory
Affairs

Nextlink Communcations, Inc.

1730 Rhode Island Ave., N.W., Suite 1000
Washington, D.C. 20036

Scott Sawyer

Vice President, Regulatory

New England Voice & Data, LLC
222 Richmond Street, Suite 206
Providence, RI 02903

Willkie Farr & Gallagher
Three Lafayette Centre
1155 21* Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Rodney L. Joyce

J. Thomas Nolan

Shook, Hardy & Bacon

600 14™ Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2004

Brad E. Mutschelknaus

Ross A. Buntrock

Kelley Drye & Warren LLP

1200 Nineteenth Street, N.W., 5" Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Charles D. Gray, General Counsel

James B. Ramsay, Assistant General

Counsel

National Association of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, Suite 603

P. O. Box 684

Washington, D. C. 20044-0684

Michelle W. Cohen

Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker LLP
1299 Pennsylvania Ave., N.-W., 10" Floor
Washington, D.C. 20004

Lonn Beedy

Metro One Telecommunications, Inc.
8405 S.W. Nimbus Avenue
Beaverton, OR 97008-7159

Lisa B. Smith

Charles Goldfarb

MCI WorldCom, Inc.

1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

William P. Hunt, II1
Regulatory Counsel

Level 3 Communications, Inc.
1450 Infinite Drive
Louisville, Colorado 80027

Russell M. Blau

Tamar D. Finn

William L. Fishman

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007




William L. Willis
Deborah T. Eversole
Amy E. Dougherty
730 Schenkel Lane
P.O. Box 615
Frankfort, KY 40602

Robert M. Lynch

Rogert K. Toppins

Michael J. Zpevak
Kathleen E. Palter

SBC Communications Inc.
One Bell Plaza, Room 3703
Dallas, TX 75202

Michael K. Kellogg

Rachel E. Selinfreund

Kellogg, Huber, Hansen, Todd & Evans,
PLLC

1301 K Street, N.W., Suite 1000 West
Washington, D.C. 20005

Leon M. Kestenbaum

Jay C. Keithley

H. Richard Juhnke

Sprint Corporation

401 9™ Street, N.W., 4™ Floor
Washington, D. C. 20004

Edward Shakin

Bell Atlantic

1320 North Courthouse Road, Eighth Floor
Arlington, VA 22201

Michael E. Glover

James G. Pachulski

TechNet Law Group, P.C.

1100 New York Ave., N.W., Suite 365
Washington, D.C. 20005

Strategic Policy Research, Inc.
7979 Old Georgetown Road, Suite 700
Bethesda, Md 20814-2429

Charles C. Hunter

Catherine M. Hannan

Hunter Communications Law Group
1620 I Street, N.W. , Suite 701
Washington, D.C. 20006

Laurence E. Harris
David S. Turetsky

Terri B. Natoli

Carolyn K. Stup
Teligent, Inc., Suite 400
8065 Leesburg Pike
Vienna, VA 22182

Philip L. Verveer
Gunnar D. Haley

Willkie Farr & Gallagher
Three Lafayette Centre
1155 21* Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Steven P. Goldman
Deborah M. Barrett

6322 South 3000 East

Salt Lake City, Utah 84121

Leonard J. Kennedy

Loretta J. Garcia

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, PLLC
1200 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Stephen J. Davis

Chief, Office of Policy Development
Public Utility Commission of Texas
1701 N. Congress Avenue

P.O. Box 13326

Austin, TX 78711-3326



Lawrence E. Sarjeant

Linda Kent

Keith Townsend

John W. Hunter

Julie E. Rones

1401 H Street, N.W., Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20005

William T. Lake

William R. Richardson, Jr.
Samir Jain

David M. Sohn

Todd Zubler

Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering
2445 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Robert B. McKenna

U S West, Inc.

1020 19" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Jeffrey L. Sheldon
General Counsel

1140 Connecticut Ave., N.W., Suite 1140

Washington, D.C. 20036

David C. Farnsworth, Esq.
Vermont Public Service Board
Drawer 20

Montpelier, VT 05620-2701

Lowell Feldman, Chairman
Bill Magness, General Counsel

Waller Creek Communications, Inc.

1801 N. Lamar, Suite M
Austin, TX 78701

Marilyn Showalter, Chairwoman
Richard Hemstad, Commissioner
William R. Gillis, Commissioner
Washington Utilities & Transporation
Commission

1300 South Evergreen Park Drive,
Southwest

Olympia, Washington 98504

Michael Weingarten
Monitor Group

2 Canal Park
Cambridge, MA 02141

Robert Berger

Russell Merbeth

Barry Ohlson

WinStar Communications, Inc.
1146 19" Street, N.W., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

**The Honorable William E. Kennard
Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W., Room 8-B201
Washington, D.C. 20554

**The Honorable Harold Furchgott-Roth

Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W. Room 8-A302
Wasington, D.C. 20554

**The Honorable Susan Ness
Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W. Room 8-B115
Washington, D.C. 20554




**The Honorable Michael Powell
Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W. Room 8-A204
Washington, D.C. 20554

**The Honorable Gloria Tristani
Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W., Room 8-C302
Washington, D.C. 20554

**Lawrence Strickling

Chief Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, D.C. 20554

** Michelle Carey

Chief, Policy and Program Planning
Division

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Janice Myles

Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12* Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Staci Pies

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

International Transcriptions Service, Inc.
CY-B40000

445 12" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554




